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Gender and Leadership Style: A Meta-Analysis 
Alice H. Eagly and Blair T. Johnson 
Purdue University 
Research comparing the leadership styles of women and men is reviewed, and evidence isfound for 
both the presence and the absence of differences between the sexes. In contrast to the gender-ste- 
reotypic expectation that women lead in an interpersonally orientedstyle and men in a task-oriented 
style, female and male leaders did not differ in these two styles in organizationalstudies. However, 
these aspects of leadership style were somewhat gender stereotypic n the two other classes of 
leadership studies investigated, namely (a) laboratory experiments and (b) assessment studies, which 
were defined as research that assessed the leadership styles of people not selected for occupancy of 
leadership roles. Consistent with stereotypic expectations about a different aspect of leadership 
style, the tendency to lead democratically orautocratically, women tended to adopt a more demo- 
cratic or participative style and a less autocratic or directive style than did men. This sex difference 
appeared in all three classes of leadership studies, including those conducted in organizations. 
These and other findings are interpreted interms of a social role theory of sex differences insocial 
behavior. 
In recent years many social scientists, management consul- 
tants, and other writers have addressed the topic of gender and 
leadership style. Some authors with extensive experience in or- 
ganizations who write nontechnical books for management au- 
diences and the general public have argued for the presence of 
sex differences in leadership style. For example, Loden (1985) 
maintained that there is a masculine mode of management 
characterized byqualities such as competitiveness, hierarchical 
authority, high control for the leader, and unemotional nd ana- 
lytic problem solving. Loden argued that women prefer and 
tend to behave in terms of an alternative f minine leadership 
model characterized bycooperativeness, collaboration ofman- 
agers and subordinates, lower control for the leader, and prob- 
lem solving based on intuition and empathy as well as rational- 
ity. Loden's writing echoes the androgynous manager theme 
developed earlier by Sargent (198 l), who accepted the idea that 
women and men, including those who are managers inorgani- 
zations, behave stereotypically to some extent. Sargent advo- 
cated that managers of each sex adopt "the best" of the other 
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sex's qualities to become more effective, androgynous man- 
agers. In a somewhat different rendition of this sex-difference 
theme, Hennig and Jardin (t 977) also acknowledged sex-differ- 
entiated managerial behavior, which they ascribed to personal- 
ity traits acquired in early socialization, particularly through 
differing male and female resolutions of the Oedipus complex. 
In contrast to these generalizations about gender-stereotypic 
leadership styles promulgated in books written primarily for 
practicing managers and the general public, social scientists 
have generally maintained that there are in fact no reliable dif- 
ferences in the ways that women and men lead. Although afew 
social scientists have acknowledged that there is some evidence 
for sex differences in leadership style among research partici- 
pants who have not been selected for occupancy of leadership 
roles in natural settings (e.g, Brown, 1979; Hollander, 1985), 
most have agreed that women and men who occupy leadership 
roles in organizations do not differ (but see Shakeshaft, 1987, 
for a contrasting opinion). Illustrating this consensus among 
social scientists are the following representative statements 
summarizing research comparing the styles of female and male 
leaders: "The preponderance of available vidence is that no 
consistently clear pattern of differences can be discerned in the 
supervisory style of female as compared to male leaders" (Bass, 
198 l, p. 499); "Contrary to notions about sex specialization i  
leadership styles, women leaders appear to behave in similar 
fashion to their male colleagues" (Nieva & Gutek, 198 l, p. 91); 
"There is as yet no research evidence that makes a case for sex 
differences in either leadership aptitude or style" (Kanter, 
1977a, p. 199); "In general, comparative r search indicates that 
there are few differences in the leadership styles of female and 
male designated leaders" (Bartol & Martin, 1986, 19. 278). 
Underlying this divergence in the opinions voiced in popular 
and social scientific writings is the fact that authors in these two 
camps have based their conclusions on quite different kinds of 
data. Authors uch as Loden (1985) who have written books for 
managers and the general public based their conclusions pri- 
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marily on their own experience in organizations a welt as on 
the impressions they gleaned from interviews with practicing 
managers. Social scientists ypically based their conclusions on 
more formal studies of managerial behavior in which data were 
gathered via questionnaires or behavioral observations and 
then analyzed quantitatively. In view of these contrasting meth- 
ods, it is tempting for social scientists o dismiss the generaliza- 
tions that are based on personal experience and interviews, and 
to accept as valid only those conclusions that stem from more 
formal empirical research on leadership. However, the general- 
izations that social scientists appear to have accepted in this 
area, which stem from reviews of empirical research (e.g., Bartol 
& Martin, 1986), are quite vulnerable to error because of the 
relatively informal methods by which reviewers have drawn 
conclusions from the available research. With only one excep- 
tion, 1 these reviews were traditional, narrative reviews and, 
therefore, were not based on any clear rules about how one 
derives conclusions from research findings. Moreover, none of 
the existing reviews was based on more than a small proportion 
of the available studies. For example, both Bartol and Martin 
(1986) and Dobbins and Platz (1986) based their generaliza- 
tions on eight studies that compared the leadership styles of 
men and women, yet we located 162 studies pertaining only to 
the four types of leadership style we included in our meta-anal- 
ysis (see Method). Moreover, prior reviewers did not state the 
criteria by which they selected their small samples of studies. 
As we became aware of these selection problems and of the 
severe underuse of available research on gender and leadership 
style, we decided that a thorough survey of this domain was 
long overdue. Our meta-analysis thus provides a systematic, 
quantitative integration of the available research in which the 
leadership styles of men and women were compared and statis- 
tical analyses were performed on the resulting data. 
Theoretical Analysis of Sex Differences 
in Leadership Style 
Leaving aside the claims of both the social scientists and the 
management experts who have written about gender and leader- 
ship style, we face a topic of considerable complexity that we 
analyze from several perspectives. One of our perspectives takes 
into account existing knowledge about sex differences in social 
behaviors such as aggression, helping, and conformity as well as 
numerous nonverbal nd communicative b haviors. Large num- 
bers of laboratory and field studies have been performed on 
such behaviors, primarily by social psychologists, and in many 
of these studies female and male behavior has been compared. 
Quantitative r views of this research ave established the pres- 
ence rather than the absence of overall sex d i fferences ( ee over- 
views by Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Wood, in press; Hall, 1984). 
These differences, although typically not large, tend to be com- 
parable in magnitude tomost other findings reported in social 
psychological research. On the average, sex appears to be a 
variable that has neither especially impactful nor especially 
weak effects on social behavior and that produces findings con- 
sistent with laypeople's ideas about how the sexes differ (see 
Eagly, 1987). 
Reasons to expect he absence of sex differences in leadership 
style. Despite the gender-stereotypic findings generally pro- 
duced in studies of social behavior, similar results would not 
necessarily be obtained for leaders and managers because of 
important differences between leadership research and typical 
research in social psychology, In particular, the majority of lead- 
ership studies have been performed in organizations. In con- 
trast, most social psychological research as been carried out 
in experimental l boratories and to a lesser extent in field set- 
tings not embedded within organizations (e.g., on street 
corners). In such environments, subjects interact with strangers 
on a short-term basis, and the constraints oforganizational and 
familial roles are generally minimal or absent. Consequently, 
there is often considerable ambiguity about how one should 
behave, and people may react in terms of quite global and 
readily observable attributes of themselves and others (e.g, sex, 
age, race, and general physical appearance). In situations of this 
type, gender oles, which are rules about how one should be- 
have as a male or female, may provide more guidance than they 
otherwise would and thus produce gender-stereotypic be-
havior. 
Behavior may be less stereotypic when women and men who 
occupy the same managerial role are compared because these 
organizational leadership roles, which typically are paid jobs, 
usually provide fairly clear guidelines about he conduct of be- 
havior. Managers become socialized into their roles in the early 
stages of their experience in an organization (see Feldman, 
1976; Graen, 1976; Terborg, 1977; Wanous, 1977). In addition, 
male and female managers have presumably been selected by 
organizations (and have selected themselves into these roles) 
according to the same set of organizationally relevant criteria, 
further decreasing the likelihood that the men and women who 
occupy these roles differ substantially in their style. Thus, rea- 
sonable assumptions about socialization i to leadership roles 
and selection for these roles suggest hat male and female 
leaders who occupy the same organizational role should differ 
very little. Managers of both sexes are presumably more con- 
cerned about managing effectively than about representing sex- 
differentiated features of societal gender oles. 
This argument that organizational roles should override 
gender roles is consistent with Kanter's (1977a) structural inter- 
pretation of organizational behavior. Kanter argued that appar- 
ent sex differences in the behavior of organizational leaders are 
in fact a product of the differing structural positions of the 
sexes within organizations. Because women are more often in 
positions of little power or opportunity for advancement, they 
behave in ways that reflect heir lack of power. Kanter's reason- 
ing thus suggests that women and men who are equivalent in 
terms of status and power would behave similarly, even though 
sex differences may appear to be substantial when women and 
J The one available quantitative r view of sex differences in leader- 
ship style (Dobbins & Platz, 1986) unfortunately included studies with 
designs not suited for examining these differences. These inappropri- 
ate studies investigated bias in subjects' perceptions ofleaders by equa- 
lizing the behavior of male and female leaders and varying only the 
leader's sex (Butterfield & Powell, 1981; Lee & Alvares, 1977). Because 
equivalence of male and female behavior was ensured in these studies, 
they cannot be regarded as assessing sex differences in leadership 
style. 
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men are compared without control of their organizational 
status. 
Reasons to expect he presence of sex differences in leadership 
style. Despite these reasons for arguing that differences be- 
tween female and male organizational leaders hould be mini- 
mal, other perspectives suggest that sex differences may be 
common, especially in some types of leadership research. As 
our reasoning has already implied, the social structural ratio- 
nale for the absence of differences between occupants of the 
same managerial role within organizations is fully consistent 
with the presence of differences in leadership studies that com- 
pare women and men in other circumstances. In the leadership 
literature, there are two major types of studies that did not 
examine organizational leaders--namely, aboratory experi- 
ments, usually conducted with college students, and assessment 
studies, which we defined as research assessing the styles of 
people who were not selected for occupancy of leadership posi- 
tions. Because the social structural rationale for the absence of 
differences between women and men in the same organiza- 
tional role is not relevant to studies of these two types, sex-dif- 
ferentiated leadership styles are likely to be prevalent in such 
research, just as gender-stereotypic behavior is commonly 
found in social psychological research more generally. 
There are, in addition, several reasons to suggest that male 
and female organizational leaders, even those who occupy the 
same positions, may differ to some extent in their leadership 
style despite the structural forces for minimizing differences 
that we have already noted. One such reason acknowledges the 
possibility of ingrained sex differences in personality raits and 
behavioral tendencies, differences that are not nullified by orga- 
nizational selection or socialization. For example, some psy- 
chologists have maintained that sex differences in adult social 
behavior are in part a product of biological influences such as 
the greater prenatal androgynization f males (e.g., Money & 
Ehrhardt, 1972). Other psychologists have emphasized the im- 
portance of childhood events that are different for the sexes 
such as experiences that occur in sex-segregated play groups in 
which girls and boys play in different styles and use different 
methods of influencing one another (Maccoby, 1988). Thus, it 
is possible that biological sex differences and sex-differentiated 
prior experiences cause men and women to be somewhat dif- 
ferent kinds of people, even if they do occupy the same manage- 
rial role. It may not be possible to find men and women who are 
so nearly equivalent that trait-level differences disappear en- 
tirely, even though sex differences in the behavior of organiza- 
tional eaders may be smaller than those in the general popula- 
tion. In particular, men and women may come to managerial 
roles with a somewhat different set of skills. Especially relevant 
is the evidence meta-analyses have provided for women's social 
skills: Women as a group, when compared with men as a group, 
can be described as friendly, pleasant, interested in other peo- 
ple, expressive, and socially sensitive (see Eagly, 1987; Hall, 
1984). To the extent hat such findings reflect ingrained sex 
differences that are not leveled by organizational selection or 
socialization, male and female managers may behave differ- 
ently, despite structural forces toward sameness. 
Another perspective suggesting that leader behavior may be 
somewhat sex differentiated in organizations postulates 
gender-role spillover, which is"a carryover into the workplace of 
gender-based xpectations for behavior" (Gutek & Morasch, 
1982, p. 58; see also Nieva & Gutek, 1981). The spiilover con- 
cept suggests hat gender roles may contaminate organizational 
roles to some extent and cause people to have different expecta- 
tions for female and male managers. In support of this idea, 
Russell, Rush, and Herd (1988) found that university women 
described an effective female (vs. male) leader as exhibiting 
higher levels of both the interpersonally oriented and the task- 
oriented aspects of leadership (i.e, higher in consideration a d 
initiation of structure; see discussion of these variables in next 
subsection). 2 
Consistent with the idea that gender roles spill over to organi- 
zational roles, several social scientists have claimed that female 
leaders and managers experience conflict between their gender 
role and their leadership role (see Bass, 1981; Bayes & Newton, 
1978; Kruse & Wintermantel, 1986; O'Leary, 1974). This con- 
flict arises for female leaders because the stereotype of man- 
ager and the normative xpectations a sociated with being a 
good manager include more masculine than feminine qualities 
(see Powell, 1988). The idea that women are subjected to incom- 
patible expectations from the managerial nd the female role 
thus presumes that gender roles are important within organiza- 
tions. 
Another manifestation f the spillover of gender oles onto 
organizational roles is that people who hold positions in organi- 
zations tend to have negative attitudes about women occupying 
managerial roles. Reflecting the subordinate status of women 
in the society, numerous studies have shown that people are 
often reluctant to have a female supervisor and think that 
women are somewhat less qualified for leadership and that fe- 
male managers would have negative ffects on morale (see re- 
views by O'Leary, 1974; Riger & Galligan, 1980; Terborg, 1977). 
Because these attitudes and beliefs raise questions about wom- 
en's competence, ability to lead, and potential for advancement, 
female managers often face a less supportive environment than 
male managers. Sex differences in leadership style might result 
from this aspect of gender-role spillover as well as from the 
other aspects we have noted. 
Finally, some of the fine-grained features of the structural 
interpretation f organizational behavior suggest other possible 
sources of sex differences in the behavior of organizational 
leaders. One such consideration is that, as Kanter (1977b) 
pointed out, women in managerial roles often have the status of 
token because of their rarity in such positions. Thus, female 
managers commonly are members of a numerically small mi- 
nority, whereas their male counterparts are members of a major- 
ity group. As Kanter and others argued, token status increases 
one's visibility (Taylor, Fiske, Etcoff, & Ruderman, 1978) and 
can have a number of negative implications for how one is per- 
ceived and treated, especially when the token is a woman 
(Crocker& McGraw, 1984; Ott, 1989; Yoder & Sinnett, 1985). In 
2 Whereas the belief that effective female managers are especially 
concerned about relationships may reflect stereotypic beliefs about 
women in general, the belief that effective f male managers are espe- 
cially concerned about ask accomplishment may reflect amore com- 
plex theory about women having to perform extremely well to succeed 
as managers. 
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addition, even those female and male leaders who occupy the 
same organizational role may differ systematically in seniority, 
salary, the availability of mentoring and informal collegial sup- 
port, and other characteristics that convey some of the subtle- 
ties of organizational status. Women, especially as relative new- 
comers in many managerial roles, tend to have less status in 
these ways, and this difference may be reflected in their be- 
havior. 
In summary, ingrained sex differences in traits and behav- 
ioral tendencies, a spillover of gender oles onto organizational 
roles, and subtle differences in the structural position of 
women and men could cause leadership behavior to be some- 
what sex-differentiated even when occupants of the same orga- 
nizational role are compared. Therefore, some evidence of sex 
differences in leadership style in organizational studies would 
not be surprising. Nonetheless, our reasoning that organiza- 
tional roles are more important than gender oles led us to 
predict hat differences between men and women occupying 
the same leadership role in organizations would be smaller than 
differences between men and women observed in other types 
of leadership research, namely laboratory experiments and as- 
sessment s udies. 
Design of the Meta-Analysis 
Types of leadership style. The fact that investigators have 
examined many facets of leadership style (see Bass, 1981) re- 
quires that reviewers decide which facets to include and how to 
organize them into types. In examining this issue, we found 
that the majority of the studies had assessed the extent to which 
leaders or managers were concerned with two aspects of their 
work. The first of these aspects we termed task accomplish- 
ment, (or, for brevity, task style)--that is, organizing activities to 
perform assigned tasks. The second aspect we termed mainte- 
nance of interpersonal relationships (or, for brevity, interpersonal 
style)--that is, tending to the morale and welfare of the people 
in the setting. 
This distinction between task and interpersonal styles was 
first represented in leadership research by Bales (1950), who 
proposed two categories of leaders, those with an orientation to
task accomplishment and those with a socioemotional orienta- 
tion indicative of concern for morale and relationships among 
group members. This distinction was developed further in the 
Ohio State studies on leadership (e.g., Halpin, 1957; Halpin & 
Winer, 1957; Hemphill & Coons, t957; Stogdill, 1963). In this 
research, task orientation, labeled initiation of structure, in- 
cluded behavior such as having subordinates follow rules and 
procedures, maintaining high standards for performance, and 
making leader and subordinate roles explicit. Interpersonal ori- 
entation, labeled consideration, included behavior such as help- 
ing and doing favors for subordinates, looking out for their wel- 
fare, explaining procedures, and being friendly and available. 
Task and interpersonal orientations are typically regarded as 
separate, relatively orthogonal dimensions (e.g., in the Leader 
Behavior Description Questionnaire [LBDQ] constructed by 
the Ohio State researchers; Halpin &Winer, 1957). Less com- 
monly, these orientations are treated as two ends of a single 
continuum (e.g., in the Least Preferred Co-Worker [LPC] in- 
strument; Fiedler, 1967). 3 
Task and interpersonal styles in leadership research are obvi- 
ously relevant to gender because of the stereotypes people have 
about sex differences in these aspects of behavior (see Ashmore, 
Del Boca, & Wohlers, 1986; Eagly & Steffen, 1984). Men are 
believed to be more self-assertive and motivated to master their 
environment (e.g., more aggressive, independent, self-suffi- 
cient, forceful, dominant). In contrast, women are believed to 
be more selfless and concerned with others (e.g, more kind, 
helpful, understanding, warm, sympathetic, aware of others' 
feelings). In research on gender, these two orientations have 
been labeled masculine and feminine, instrumental nd expres- 
sive, and agentic and communal. Although the task and inter- 
personal dimensions studied in leadership research are not as 
broad as these very general tendencies xamined in gender ste- 
reotype research, the ideas are quite similar. Therefore, leader- 
ship research provides an excellent opportunity to determine 
whether the behavior of leaders is gender stereotypic. 
The only other aspect of leadership style studied frequently 
enough to allow us to represent i in our meta-analysis is the 
extent o which leaders (a) behave democratically and allow 
subordinates to participate in decision making, or (b) behave 
autocratically and discourage subordinates from participating 
in decision-making. 4 The dimension of democratic versus auto- 
cratic leadership (or participative s. directive leadership) follows 
from early experimental studies of leadership style (e.g., Lewin 
& Lippitt, 1938) and has been developed since that time by a 
number of researchers (e.g., Likert, 196 l; Vroom & Yetton, 
1973). Although democratic versus autocratic style is a different 
(and narrower) aspect of leader behavior than task-oriented and 
interpersonally oriented styles (see Bass, 1981), the democratic- 
autocratic dimension also relates to gender stereotypes, be- 
cause one component of the agentic or instrumental spect of 
these stereotypes is that men are relatively dominant and con- 
trolling (i.e., more autocratic and directive than women). 
Methods of assessing leadership style. The diversity of the 
methods that have been used to assess tyle complicates the 
task of integrating research in this area. Moreover, asubstantial 
methodological literature criticizes and compares these mea- 
sures (see Bass, 1981). Because the methodological issues that 
have been raised remain largely unresolved by leadership re- 
searchers, we did not attempt to settle these issues in order to 
base our meta-analytic generalizations on only those measures 
that we or other investigators might regard as most valid. In- 
stead, we included all measures that researchers egarded as 
assessing task-oriented and interpersonally oriented styles or 
3 Although the Least Preferred Co-Worker Scale has been given a 
variety of interpretations, the view that Iow-LPC people are task ori- 
ented and high-LPC people are relationship oriented seems to be the 
most widely accepted of these interpretations (see Rice, 1978). 
4 Although Bass (1981 ) distinguished between (a) democratic versus 
autocratic leadership and (b) participative versus directive leadership, 
we treated these measures as a single class because we found this dis- 
tinction difficult o maintain when categorizing measures. We refer to 
this single class as democratic versus autocratic style. Researchers have 
treated this style as a single, bipolar dimension because democratic 
and autocratic styles presumably are incompatible. Incontrast, inter- 
personal and task styles apparently are not incompatible, assuggested 
by the preference ofmost researchers for treating these styles as sepa- 
rate, relatively orthogonal dimensions. 
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autocratic versus democratic style. We coded our studies on a 
number of  these measures' features, many of  which may be 
regarded as having implications for the quality of  the measures. 
For example, measures differed in how directly or indirectly 
they assessed leadership style; the most direct measures were 
based on observers' coding of  ongoing leadership behavior, and 
the most indirect measures were based on leaders' responses to 
questionnaire measures of  attitudes or personality. Represent- 
ing such features in our coding scheme (see Method) allowed us 
to determine whether they covaried with sex differences in lead- 
ership style. 
Congeniality of leadership roles for men and women. When 
we thought about gender in relation to the available studies of  
leadership style, we were struck by the variation in the extent o 
which the leadership roles investigated in this research (e.g., 
elementary school principal, nursing supervisor, mil itary of- 
ricer) would be perceived as congenial mainly for women or 
men. For leadership roles that are typically regarded as espe- 
cially suitable for women,  negative attitudes toward female 
leaders presumably would not be prevalent, nor would conflict 
between the female and the leader ole be an issue. Presumably 
women would be under less pressure to adopt male-stereotypic 
styles of  leadership in such positions. 
To enable us to take account of  the gender congeniality of  
leadership roles, we conducted a questionnaire study to obtain 
judgments of  each role, and analyzed these judgments to esti- 
mate the extent o which women or men were more interested 
in each role and believed themselves more competent to per- 
form it. In addition, because people associate task-oriented 
qualities with men and interpersonally oriented qualities with 
women, we also determined the extent o which each role was 
judged to require each set of  these gender-stereotypic qualities. 
These features of  our meta-analysis allowed us to determine 
whether the ascription ofgender-stereotypic qualities to leader- 
ship roles related to sex differences in the styles by which people 
carry out these roles. 
Predictions for meta-analysis. As we have already stated, our 
major prediction is that gender-stereotypic sex differences in 
leadership style are less pronounced in organizational studies 
comparing occupants of  the same managerial role than in lead- 
ership studies of  other types. Beyond this prediction, our pur- 
poses as reviewers are primarily descriptive and exploratory, 
even though other predictions might follow from the issues we 
have discussed. For example, if, as we suggested, female man- 
agers often face a less supportive nvironment than do male 
managers, these women might strive so hard to overcome anti- 
female prejudices that they behave counterstereotypically as a
result. Additional complexities enter if we reason that ratings of  
leaders' behavior could produce findings that are more stereo- 
typic than those produced by measures grounded more firmly 
in behavior. Rather than set forth a series of  speculative hypoth- 
eses that take these and other considerations into account, we 
prefer to present our review and to discuss such issues as they 
become relevant o interpreting our meta-analytic findings. 
Method  
Sample o f  Studies 
Computer-based information searches were conducted using the 
keywords leadership style as well as leader and leadership when paired 
with terms uch as gender, sex, sex differences, and women. These key- 
words were searched in the following data bases: Psychological Ab- 
stracts (PsyclNFO: 1967 to April, 1987), Dissertation Abstracts Interna- 
tional (DISS: 1961 to May, 1987), Educational Resources Information 
Center (ERIC: 1966 to November, 1986), Social Science Citation Index 
(Social SciSearch: 1971 to October, 1986), SociologicalAbstracts (1963 
to October, 1986), and a worldwide business and management data 
base (ABI/INFORM: 1971 to February, 1987). We also searched 
through the reference lists of numerous review articles, chapters, and 
books as well as the reference lists of all located studies. 
Criteria for including studies in the sample were that (a) the study 
included one or more measures that assessed task- and interpersonally 
oriented styles or autocratic versus democratic style; (b) subjects were 
adults or adolescents from the United States or Canada who were not 
sampled from abnormal populations; (c) the study assessed the leader- 
ship style of at least five people of each sex; and (d) the reported results 
were sufficient either to calculate a sex-of-subject effect size or to deter- 
mine the statistical significance or direction of the sex difference. This 
last criterion eliminated studies that provided only a multiple regres- 
sion equation in which sex appeared as one of the predictors (e.g, Gus- 
tafson, 1982) as well as studies that provided only a multivariate analy- 
sis of variance on leadership style combined with other measures (e.g, 
Martinez, 1982; Rice, Instone, & Adams, 1984). 
Studies were omitted if the people whose leadership style was as- 
sessed 5 had been selected to equalize their status on a personality or 
attitudinal variable (e.g., an index o fmasculinity or feminity) that prob- 
ably correlates with both sex and leadership style (e.g., Sirianni-Brant- 
ley, 1985; Stake, 1981); accurate stimation of any sex difference in 
leadership style is not possible from such studies. In addition, studies 
were rejected if the leadership measure assessed only a narrow aspect 
of style such as methods of dealing with poorly performing subordi- 
nates or managing conflict (e.g., Dobbins, 1986; Dobbins, Pence, Or- 
ban, & Sgro, 1983; Koberg, 1985; Renwick, 1977). If leadership was 
assessed on several narrow indexes (e.g., Baugher, 1983; Lanning, 
1982), these were combined, when appropriate, into a measure of one 
of the styles considered in this article (e.g., task orientation), based on 
our independent choices of the indexes that best matched the item 
content of the most popular measures of the broader style. The indexes 
were combined using Rosenthal and Rubin's (1986) suggested formula 
and assuming that the average interindex correlation was .25. This 
correlation was estimated by averaging the interitem correlations given 
(or derived from coefficient alphas) for multiple-item style measures 
used in the studies included in the meta-analysis. These combined 
measures aggregated five indexes whenever possible (and fewer other- 
wise). If the report was not sufficiently detailed to allow such combina- 
tions, the study was eliminated (e.g., Hughes, Copeland, Ford, & Heidt, 
1983; Moore, Shaffer, Goodsell, & Baringoldz, 1983). 
Studies were also eliminated if the only measures of leadership style 
assessed ideal rather than actual style (e.g., Arcy, 1980). Studies were 
omitted if they assessed, not people's naturally occurring styles, but the 
impact of treatments designed to instill a certain leadership style (e.g., 
Crudge, 1983; Hall, 1983; Heft & Deni, 1984). Finally, we excluded 
studies ofT groups, encounter groups, and therapy groups (e.g., Hurst, 
Stein, Korchin, & Soskin, 1978), because their measures of leader be- 
havior eflected a tradition quite different from that of the other leader- 
ship style research we located. Application of these criteria yielded 162 
studies reported in 161 documents ( ee Appendix). 
5 References to people whose leadership style was assessed (and, for 
brevity, sometimes merely to people) in this article designate l aders 
only in organizational nd laboratory studies; in assessment s udies, 
people not selected for leadership (e.g., samples of undergraduates or 
nonmanagerial employees ofbusiness firms) responded to measures of 
leadership style. 
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Variables Coded From Each Study 
The following general information was coded from each report: (a) 
date of publication; (b) publication form (journal article; other pub- 
lished document; dissertation or master's thesis; other unpublished 
document); (c) percentage of male authors; (d) sex of first author; (e) 
number of observations; 6 (f) level of data aggregation (i.e., number of 
observations aggregated into each data point in the study's tatistical 
analysis)] (g) confounding ofmale-female comparison with variables 
such as seniority, education, and age (controlled via matching; known 
to be confounded on some variables; unknown whether confounded 
and confounding likely; unknown whether confounded and confound- 
ing unlikely); 8 (h) type of study (organizational; ssessment; labora- 
tory); (i) type of setting or subject population (see Table 3 for catego- 
ries); and (j) size of group or organization i which leadership occurred 
(laboratory group of given size; small organization, defined as less 
than 500 long-term participants; large organization; mixed or un- 
known size of organization; people not selected for leadership). 
In addition, the following characteristics of the leaders and their 
roles were coded: (a) level of leadership (first or line; second or middle; 
third or higher; ambiguous, mixed, or unknown; people not selected 
for leadership); (b) age of people whose leadership style was assessed; 
(c) percentage of men among people whose leadership style was as- 
sessed (estimated from census tables and other information if not 
stated in report); (d) percentage of men among subordinates (also esti- 
mated if not stated in report; unknown when subordinates not specifi- 
cally identified); (e) basis of selection of people whose style was as- 
sessed (random sample or entire population; unsuccessful random sam- 
ple, i.e., effort to obtain random sample or entire population but less 
than 80% participation; self-selected; unknown); and (f) basis for labo- 
ratory leadership (appointed randomly; appointed based on own quali- 
fications; emerged; mixed or unclear). 
Finally, the following attributes of the measures of leadership style 
were coded: (a) type of style assessed (interpersonal; task; interper- 
sonal versus task; democratic versus autocratic); (b) identity of raters 
(people rated selves; supervisors rated leaders; subordinates rated 
leaders; peers rated leaders; judges not related organizationally to
leaders rated leaders; mixed or unclear); (c) type of rating for style 
measure (responses toattitude or personality scale; responses tohypo- 
thetical leadership situations; presumed observation ofleader's behav- 
ior without control of behaviors available for observation; actual obser- 
vation of leader's behavior based on behaviors made available during 
study); 9 (d) basis of selection of raters (random sample or entire popula- 
tion; unsuccessful random sample, i.e., effort o obtain random sample 
or entire population but less than 80% participation; self-selected; un- 
known); (e) percentage ofmen among raters; (f) name of style measure 
(see Table 2 for categories); and (g) reliability of style measure (reported 
value; unknown), j°
These variables were coded independently b the authors, with a 
median agreement of 97%; "basis of selection of people whose style was 
assessed" yielded the lowest agreement (77%). Disagreements were 
resolved by discussion. 
Variables Constructed From Questionnaire Respondents" 
Judgments of Leadership Roles 
As noted early in the article we conducted a questionnaire study to 
generate measures of gender-relevant spects of the leadership roles 
investigated in the organizational and laboratory studies. To assess the 
perceived congeniality of the roles for women and men, we calculated 
sex differences in respondents' self-reported competence to perform 
each role and interest in performing each role as well as respondents' 
beliefs about differences inaverage men's and women's interest in per- 
forming each role. H Other measures assessed respondents' judgments 
of the extent to which each role requires interpersonally oriented abil- 
ity and task-oriented ability. 
Respondents. The sample consisted of 125 female and 181 male 
Purdue University undergraduates who received partial course credit 
for participation. 
Procedure. Respondents participated in groups of about 15 and in 
sessions conducted by a female or male experimenter. Each respondent 
completed one of three versions of a questionnaire that took approxi- 
mately one hour to complete. Each of the three versions contained 
brief descriptions ofeach of the 119 leadership roles investigated in the 
organizational or laboratory studies. Examples o fdescriptions u ed for 
organizational studies are principal of an elementary school, manager 
in the communications division of a company, supervisor of state 
agency caseworkers who determine if particular workers are disabled, 
and director of intercollegiate athletics in a major university. Examples 
of descriptions used for laboratory studies are leader of a laboratory 
discussion group attempting toreach consensus about a decision that 
all group members had first made individually, manager of a simulated 
engineering department of a large oil refinery (the manager isgiven the 
responsibility of bolstering productivity), and leader of a laboratory 
group trying to decide which items to take along in order to survive in a 
desert. 
In one version of the questionnaire, r spondents judged the roles in 
response to two questions eliciting self-reports of their competence 
and interest in relation to each role: (a) How competent would you be as 
6 The number of observations (n)for the statistical nalysis typically 
represented ither the number of people whose style was assessed or 
the number of raters (e.g., subordinates) who described the leaders. 
7 For example, ach data point might represent 5 observers' ratings of 
a leader on l0 items, yielding 50 judgments aggregated into each data 
point. To the extent hat measures were based on multiple judgments 
of leaders' tyles, they should yield more reliable stimates ofsex dif- 
ferences, in the manner that the number of items in a test relates to the 
reliability of the total test (e.g., Ghiselli, 1964). 
s Most organizational studies examined occupants of a given role 
(e.g., elementary school principals), but a few examined broader classifi- 
cations of managers (e.g., middle managers of an organization). Even 
when occupants of the identical role were examined, the equivalence 
of the men and women in terms of attributes such as age, education, 
and job seniority is not ensured. Therefore, this aspect of our coding 
scheme took account of confounding between sex and other attributes 
of leaders. Some organizational nd assessment studies did use sam- 
ples of men and women who were matched on various attributes, and 
other studies included ata revealing the presence or absence of con- 
founding. When such data were absent in organizational studies, we 
ordinarily coded confounding as unknown and likely. However, when 
such data were absent and the people whose style was assessed were 
students, we coded confounding as unknown and unlikely. 
9 The following list provides an example of the standard measures 
classified into each category: responses toattitude or personality scale, 
Least Preferred Co-Worker; responses tohypothetical leadership situa- 
tions, Leadership Effectiveness and Adaptability Description; pre- 
sumed observation of leader's behavior without control of behaviors 
available for observation, Leader Behavior Description Question- 
naire; observation ofleader's behavior based on behaviors made avail- 
able during study, Interaction Process Analysis. See Table 2 for infor- 
mation about hese measures. 
J0 The reliability of the measure was reported for only 14% of the sex 
comparisons, precluding any corrections orweighting based on reliabil- 
ity information. 
" In this article, the term respondents de ignates people who partici- 
pated in the questionnaire study and not those who participated in the 
studies included in the meta-analysis. 
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a [role description given]? and (b) How interested would you be in 
becoming a ]role description given]? For the competence question, 
respondents were told to assume that they could obtain required train- 
ing or education, and for the interest question, they were told that they 
had obtained the training or education. In a second version of the 
questionnaire, respondents judged the roles in response to two ques- 
tions assessing their beliefs about women's and men's interest in the 
roles: (a) How interested would the average woman be in becoming a 
[role description given ]? and (b) How interested would the averageman 
be in becoming a [role description given ]? These respondents were told 
to assume that these average women and men could obtain required 
training or education. In a third version of the questionnaire, r spon- 
dents judged the roles in response to two questions assessing their 
beliefs about he abilities each role required: (a) How much ability to 
cooperate and get along with other people is needed to be an effective 
[role description given ]? and (b) How much ability to direct and control 
people is needed to be an effective [role description given]? 
All ratings were made on 15-point scales. Each version of the ques- 
tionnaire was divided into two parts, both of which elicited respon- 
dents' judgments of all of the roles in relation to one of the questions. 
The order of the two parts was counterbalanced. Within each part, the 
descriptions of the behaviors appeared in one of two random orders. 
Analysis of ratings. For the two questions in the first version of the 
questionnaire, mean scores for each role were computed separately for 
female and male respondents. For each role, the female respondents' 
mean was subtracted from the male respondents' mean to yield a mean 
sex difference, which was standardized by dividing it by the pooled 
(within-sex) standard eviation. For the tw o questions in the second 
version of the questionnaire, the respondents' mean rating of the aver- 
age woman for each role was subtracted from their mean rating of the 
average man to yield a mean stereotypic sex difference, which was 
standardized by dividing it by the standard eviation of the differ- 
ences between the paired ratings. For the two questions in the third 
version of the questionnaire, a mean of all the respondents' ratings of 
each role was calculated. These five mean scores thus described each 
of the leadership roles in the organizational and laboratory studies. For 
studies reporting findings aggregated over several roles, ratings of the 
relevant roles were averaged (e.g., Birdsall, 1980; Gupta, Jenkins, & 
Beehr, 1983). 
Computation a d Analysis of Effect Sizes 
The effect size calculated isg, the difference between the leadership 
style of the men and women, divided by the pooled standard eviation 
(see Hedges & Olkin, 1985). A positive sign was given to stereotypic 
differences (i.e., women more interpersonally oriented, men more task 
oriented, women more democratic and less autocratic), and a negative 
sign to counterstereotypic differences. 
Multiple effect sizes from single studies. Some studies yielded more 
than one effect size, most commonly because more than one type of 
style was assessed. Specifically, if the data report was sufficient, sepa- 
rate effect sizes were calculated when (a) different types of leadership 
styles were assessed ina study (most frequently interpersonal and task 
styles); (b) distinctively different measures were used to assess the 
same type of style (e.g., LBDQ and unique investigator-constructed 
measure); or (c) different groups of raters responded tothe same mea- 
sure (e.g., leaders, subordinates). Separate ffect sizes were also calcu- 
lated when different groups of leaders were assessed within an organi- 
zation (e.g., line managers, middle managers) or samples were taken 
within different types of organizations (e.g., high schools, elementary 
schools) or different populations of people (e.g., undergraduates, busi- 
ness school graduate students). If the reported findings were sufficient 
in laboratory studies, separate effect sizes were calculated when experi- 
mental manipulations resulted in (a) leaders obtaining their roles on 
different bases (e.g., appointed randomly, emerged); (b) groups of subor- 
dinates differing in sex composition (e.g., all-male, all-female, mixed 
sex); or (c) groups working on different tasks (e.g, high vs. low task 
clarity). Although the computation ofmore than one effect size from 
some of the studies created some nonindependence in our data set, the 
questions we desired to address could not be answered without parti- 
tioning the data in these ways. As a result, 31 studies yielded only one 
effect size, 79 studies yielded two effect sizes, l0 studies yielded three, 
19 yielded four, 3 yielded six, and 2 yielded eight, for a total of 329 
effect sizes. In addition, 18 studies produced no effect sizes (but did 
yield a report of the significance or direction of one or more sex com- 
parisons). 
Computation of effect sizes. The computation of the 329 gs was 
based on (a) means and standard eviations or error terms for 149 of the 
gs, (b) Fand t for 80, (c) correlations orchi-squares for 45, (d) propor- 
tions of men and women manifesting particular styles for 48,t2 and (e) 
exact ps or level ps (e.g, p < .05) for 7. For 41 of the 370 available sex 
comparisons, the report lacked enough statistical detail to allow an 
effect size to be computed. 
The pooled standard eviation that is the denominator fthe effect 
size was estimated, whenever possible, only from the portion of each 
study's data entering into the effect size. When the pooled standard 
deviation was estimated from the mean square rror of an analysis of 
variance (ANOVA), this error term was reconstituted byadding into the 
sum of squares error all (available) between-groups sums of squares 
except hat for sex. One-way designs are approximated bythis proce- 
dure, which has been recommended by Hedges and Becker (1986) and 
Glass, McGaw, and Smith (1981). 
To reduce computational error, each of us calculated effect sizes 
independently. The statistical significance and direction of the sex 
comparisons were also recorded; this information provided the only 
record of the sex comparison for studies that provided insufficient 
information to calculate ffect sizes. When the raters who provided the 
leadership style measure were different from the leaders or managers 
rated (e.g., they were subordinates) and these ratings were reported 
separately for the male and female raters, effect sizes were calculated 
separately for the male and female raters (and the significance and 
direction of the sex comparison were recorded separately). These addi- 
tional effect sizes, calculated separately for raters of each sex, supple- 
mented the effect sizes that were combined over both sexes of raters 
and were used in most analyses. 
Analysis of effect sizes. The gs were converted to ds by correcting 
them for bias (i.e., g's overestimate of the population effect size, which 
occurs especially for small samples; see Hedges, 1981; Hedges & Ol- 
kin, 1985). To obtain an overall estimate of the sex difference r ported 
in the available research, we then combined the study outcomes by 
averaging the ds. To determine whether each set ofds shared acommon 
effect size (i.e., was consistent across the studies), we calculated a homo- 
geneity statistic, Q, which has an approximate chi-square distribution 
with k - l degrees of freedom, where k is the number of effect sizes 
(Hedges, 1981; Hedges & Olkin, 1985). 
~2 Measures such as Hersey and Blanchard's (1977) Leadership Effec- 
tiveness and Adaptability Description (see Table 2), which ordinarily 
classify leaders into the four quadrants formed by task and interper- 
sonal dimensions of style, were analyzed to yield the proportions of 
each sex in the two high-task quadrants (for a measure of task-oriented 
style) and the proportions of each sex in the two high-interpersonal 
quadrants (for a measure of interpersonally oriented style). These pro- 
portions as well as other proportions we encountered were trans- 
formed to effect sizes by treating each proportion as the mean of a 
distribution of 0's and l's (McNemar, 1962). Thus, the effect size was the 
difference between the male and female proportions divided by the 
pooled standard eviations of the samples of O's and rs. 
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In the absence of homogeneity, we accounted for variability in heter- 
ogeneous effect sizes by relating them to the attributes of the studies. 
To determine the relation between these study characteristics and the 
magnitude of the effect sizes, both categorical nd continuous models 
were tested (Hedges, 1982a, 1982b; Hedges & Olkin, 1985). Categorical 
models, which are analogous to ANOVAS, may show that heterogeneous 
effect sizes are homogeneous within the subgroups established by di- 
viding studies into classes based on study characteristics. The tech- 
niques for calculating categorical models provide a between-classes 
effect (analogous to a main effect in an ANOVA) and a test of the homoge- 
neity of the effect sizes within each class. The between-classes effect is 
estimated by QB, which has an approximate chi-square distribution 
with p - 1 degrees of freedom, where p is the number of classes. The 
homogeneity of the effect sizes within each class is estimated by Qwi, 
which has an approximate chi-square distribution with m - 1 degrees 
of freedom, where m is the number of effect sizes in the class. The 
tables reporting tests of categorical models also include the mean 
weighted effect size for each class, calculated with each effect size 
weighted by the reciprocal of its variance, and an indication of whether 
this mean differed significantly from the 0.00 value that indicates 
exactly no sex difference. 
The continuous models are least squares imple linear regressions, 
calculated with each effect size weighted by the reciprocal of its vari- 
ance. Each such model yields a test of the significance of a predictor as 
well as a test of model specification, which evaluates whether signifi- 
cant systematic variation remains unexplained in the regression model 
(Hedges, 1982b; Hedges & Olkin, 1985). The sum of squares error sta- 
tistic, QE, which provides this test of model specification, has an ap- 
proximate chi-square distribution with k - p - 1 degrees of freedom, 
where k is the number of effect sizes and p is the number of predictors 
(not including the intercept). If correctly specified models are not 
achieved when implementing continuous models (or homogeneity is 
not achieved within the classes when implementing categorical mod- 
els), the results of these analyses cannot be interpreted asconfidently as 
they would otherwise be. 
As an alternative analysis to predicting effect sizes using categorical 
and continuous models, we attained homogeneity by identifying out- 
liers among the effect sizes and sequentially removing those that re- 
duced the homogeneity statistic by the largest amount (see Hedges & 
Olkin, 1985). Using such a procedure, Hedges (1987) found for several 
meta-analyses on psychological topics that the removal of up to 20% of 
the outliers in a group of heterogeneous effect sizes usually resulted in 
a high degree of homogeneity. Inspection of the percentage of effect 
sizes removed to attain homogeneity allows one to determine whether 
the effect sizes are homogeneous a ide from the presence of relatively 
few aberrant values. Under such circumstances, the mean attained 
after removal of such outliers may better epresent the distribution of 
effect sizes than the mean based on all of the effect sizes. 
Resu l ts  
Characteristics ofStudies 
Before considering the sex differences reported in studies of  
leadership style, we examined the characteristics of these stud- 
ies. Table 1 shows 18 of  these study characterist ics aggregated 
over all of  the 370 sex compar isons that we encountered as well 
as summar ized separately within each of  the types of  leadership 
style. 
As shown by the central  tendenc ies  of  the character ist ics  
l isted in Table i, studies typically (a) were publ ished relatively 
recently; (b) were publ ished as dissertations; (c) based the statis- 
tical analysis on a moderate number  of  observations; (d) aggre- 
gated a moderate number  of  observations into each data point; 
(e) compared the sexes in such a way that some confounding 
with other variables was likely; and (f) were carried out in orga- 
nizations. In addit ion, these studies typically (a) assessed mid- 
dle managers; (b) assessed adults in their thirties; (c) assessed 
people in male-dominated roles or from populations with male 
majorities; (d) assessed leaders with predominant ly female sub- 
ordinates; and (e) unsuccessfully attempted random sampling 
of  the people whose style was assessed or randomly selected 
them. Finally, the measuring instruments ypically (a) had peo- 
ple rate their  own leadership styles or had subordinates rate 
their leaders; and (b) used ratings presumably based on obser- 
vation of leaders' behavior but without control of the behaviors 
available for observation. 
The means for the last five characteristics represent the vari- 
ables constructed from quest ionnaire respondents'  judgments 
of  the leadership roles examined in the studies. As shown by 
these means, women judged themselves as significantly more 
competent in these leadership roles and as more interested in 
occupying the roles than men did. In addit ion, respondents of  
both sexes judged the average woman more interested in occu- 
pying the roles than the average man. 13 They also judged that 
the roles required "quite a lot" of  both interpersonal nd task 
abilityJ 4 
When these study characteristics were examined separately 
within the types of  leadership style (see Table 1 ), notable xcep- 
t ions to these overall patterns were that (a) journal  articles were 
especially common in studies of  autocratic versus democrat ic 
style, (b) measures of  interpersonal versus task style and demo- 
cratic versus autocratic style were based more exclusively on 
self-ratings, and (c) measures of  interpersonal versus task style 
were based pr imari ly on responses to attitude scales. 
Table 2 lists the measur ing instruments that assessed leader- 
ship style and names all measures that were used for two or 
more of  the sex comparisons. As Table 2 shows, the majority of  
the studies used standard instruments;  the Leader Behavior 
Descr ipt ion Quest ionnaire,  which places task and interper- 
sonal orientations on separate dimensions, received the most  
use. The Least Preferred Co-Worker instrument  predominated 
13 The greater congeniality of these leadership roles for women com- 
pared with men should be interpreted in terms of the distribution of 
organizational settings given in Table 3. In particular, a large number 
of studies in our sample xamined elementary school principals, arole 
our data suggested that women find congenial. 
,4 The mean ratings on these 15-point scales fell in the range an- 
chored by the term "quite a lot" Suggesting that our student respon- 
dents were able to discriminate between the interpersonal nd task 
requirements of leadership roles, mean ratings howed that some roles 
were thought o require considerably more interpersonal than task 
ability (e.g., "leader of a laboratory discussion group attempting to 
reach consensus about a decision that all group members had first 
made individually"; elected leader of a student organization i a col- 
lege") and that other roles were thought o require considerably more 
task than interpersonal bility (e.g., "platoon leader at West Point" and 
other military roles; "president of a corporation"). 
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Table 1 
Summary of Study Characteristics 
Variable and class 
Interpersonal vs. Democratic vs. 
Interpersonal Task style task style autocratic style 
All comparisons style comparisons comparisons comparisons comparisons 
(n = 370) (n = 153) (n = 154) (n = 35) (n = 28) 
Median date of publication 1981 1981 1981 1981 1980 
Publication form 
Journal article 91 34 35 6 16 
Other published ocument 10 4 5 0 1 
Dissertation 256 110 109 27 10 
Unpublished document 13 5 5 2 1 
Median no. of observations for analysis 88 88 81 105 84 
Median no. of observations aggregated into 
each data point 12 12 12 16 t 5 
Confounding of male-female comparison 
Controlled via matching 42 20 20 2 0 
Known 92 38 38 9 7 
Unknown and likely 175 79 77 12 7 
Unknown and unlikely 61 16 19 12 14 
Type of study 
Organizational 289 131 128 17 13 
Assessment 56 t 5 15 16 10 
Laboratory 25 7 I 1 2 5 
Level of leadership 
First or line 58 23 27 4 4 
Second or middle 184 84 83 7 10 
Third or higher 11 3 3 4 1 
Ambiguous, mixed, or unknown 61 28 26 4 3 
People not selected for leadership 56 15 15 16 10 
Mean age of people whose style was 
assessed (years) 37.85 39.26 38.39 32.80 31.24 
Median percentage ofmen among people 
whose style was assessed 73.00 73.00 73.00 61.60 61.84 
Median percentage ofmen among 
subordinates t 6.32 16.17 16.25 25.49 18.66 
Basis of selection for people whose style 
was assessed 
Random sample 103 42 42 11 8 
Unsuccessful random sample 131 59 57 10 5 
Self-selected 58 21 23 6 8 
Unknown 78 31 32 8 7 
Identity of raters for style measure 
People rated selves 197 73 72 34 18 
Supervisors ated leaders 15 8 7 0 0 
Subordinates rated leaders 120 57 58 1 4 
Peers rated leaders 4 1 1 0 2 
Judges rated leaders 22 8 11 0 3 
Mixed or unclear 12 6 5 0 1 
Type of rating for style measure 
Responses toattitude or personality scale 67 17 17 31 2 
Responses to hypothetical leadership 
situations 62 27 26 2 7 
Presumed observation of leader's 
behavior 205 97 95 1 12 
Actual observation of leader's behavior 36 12 16 1 7 
Mean respondent judgments of roles 
Competence s x difference a -0.11 * -0.12* -0.11" -0.06 -0.10 
Interest sex difference -0.09* -0.09* -0.09* -0.02 -0.05 
Stereotypic interest difference -0.10* -0.11" -0.10* -0.02 -0.06 
Interpersonal bility rating b 11.04 11.05 11.06 10.94 10.91 
Task ability rating 10.88 10.91 10.90 ......... 10.83 10.54 
Note. For categorical variables, numbers in table represent frequency of sex comparisons in each class. Summaries of continuous variables are 
based on reports for which information was available on each variable. 
a For the first three variables constructed from judgments of the leadership roles, values are positive for differences in the masculine direction 
(greater male estimates ofcompetence and of interest; ascription of greater interest to average men). b For the last two variables constructed from 
judgments of the leadership roles, values are larger to the extent that a role was judged to require more interpersonal or task ability (on 15-point 
scales with 15 indicating high ability). 
* Differs significantly (p < .05 or smaller) from 0.00 (exactly no difference). 
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among studies placing interpersonal nd task orientation on 
two ends of a single dimension. In contrast, unique measures 
predominated in studies of democratic versus autocratic style. 
Table 3 describes the settings of the organizational studies 
and the subject populations of the assessment and laboratory 
studies. Among the organizational studies, educational settings 
predominated; the greatest number of these studies examined 
elementary school principals or university administrators. Col- 
lege undergraduates predominated in both the assessment and 
the laboratory studies. 
Overall Sex Differences in Leadership Style 
The summary given in Table 4 allows one to determine if
men and women differed in leadership style. An overall sex 
difference is shown by a mean effect size that differed signifi- 
cantly from the 0.00 value that indicates exactly no difference 
(i.e., by a confidence interval that did not include 0.00). The 
sign of these means is positive for stereotypic differences and 
negative for counterstereotypic d fferences. These means and 
confidence intervals are given both aggregated over all types of 
style and computed separately for each style. 
In general, leadership styles were slightly gender stereotypic: 
The weighted mean computed across all types of style was 
slightly but significantly stereotypic (see Table 4). ~5 However, 
computed within each type, these means indicated no sex dif- 
ference for (a) the task comparisons and (b) the interpersonal 
versus task comparisons. These means indicated stereotypic 
differences for (a) the interpersonal comparisons (women were 
more interpersonally oriented) and (b) the democratic versus 
autocratic comparisons (women were more democratic). Yet the 
mean effect size for interpersonal style was quite small. The 
largest overall sex difference was obtained for the democratic 
versus autocratic comparisons: Sex comparisons for this type of 
style were significantly more stereotypic than those for each of 
the other three types of style (as shown by appropriate con- 
trasts; see description of contrast procedure in next subsection). 
This pattern was similar for the unweighted means, although 
the task style difference became significant in the counterste- 
reotypic direction (i.e., women were more task oriented). The 
medians of the effect sizes were similar to the weighted and 
unweighted means. 
As shown by the homogeneity statistics given in Table 4, the 
sex comparisons were not homogeneous (i.e., consistent) across 
the studies. As also indicated in Table 4, the removal of various 
numbers of outliers allowed homogeneity o be attained. Sug- 
gesting relatively stable findings, the procedure l iminated 
small proportions of effect sizes for all of the types of style 
except he democratic versus autocratic style, which required 
eliminating 22% to attain homogeneity The confidence inter- 
vals associated with the weighted means after outlier removal 
showed that the overall tendencies for women to be more inter- 
personally oriented, more task oriented, and more democratic 
than men were all significant. 
There is no completely satisfactory method to compute a 
mean effect size that takes into account he nonsignificant com- 
parisons that could not be represented aseffect sizes because of 
a lack of sufficient information. Nevertheless, one possible so- 
lution is to give these comparisons the value of 0.00 (indicating 
exactly no sex difference)? 6 When this step was taken, the 
mean unweighted effect sizes (see means reported in Table 4 
under "All reports") became slightly smaller than the un- 
weighted means (before outlier removal) that omitted these 
0.00 values, but the pattern was the same (i.e, women were 
more interpersonally oriented, more task oriented, and more 
democratic). 
Table 4 also reports the proportion of sex comparisons that 
were stereotypic n direction. These proportions differed signif- 
icantly from .50, the proportion expected under the null hy- 
pothesis, for the interpersonal, task, and democratic versus au- 
tocratic omparisons (ps < .01 or smaller). Consistent with the 
pattern we have already described, these differences were 
counterstereotypic for the task style and stereotypic for the 
interpersonal nd the democratic versus autocratic styles. 
Accounting for Variability in the Effect Sizes 
Categorical and continuous models were fitted to the effect 
sizes following Hedges and Olkin's (1985) statistical procedures 
(see Method). 
Test of our major hypothesis. To test our hypothesis that sex 
differences in leadership style are less stereotypic n organiza- 
tional settings than in other settings, we classified the effect 
sizes into the three types of studies: organizational, ssessment, 
and laboratory. Consistent with the significant between-classes 
effects for type of study shown in Table 5, the expected pattern 
was obtained for interpersonal style and task style. For interper- 
sonal style, a priori comparisons among the mean weighted 
effect sizes for the three classes of studies (see Hedges & Becker, 
1986; Hedges & Olkin, 1985) showed that the sex difference for 
the organizational studies was significantly less stereotypic 
than that for the assessment studies (p < .01) or the laboratory 
studies (p < .001). For task style, these comparisons also 
showed that the sex difference for the organizational studies 
was significantly less stereotypic than that for the assessment 
studies (p < .05) or the laboratory studies (p < .025). For mea- 
sures of interpersonal versus task style as well as democratic 
versus autocratic style, type of study had no significant effect. 
The significant effect hat type of study produced when all the 
effect sizes were analyzed thus reflects primarily the trends 
observed for the interpersonal nd task styles. 
Table 5 also reports categorical models that were based on 
classifying the effect sizes into the four types of style and were 
computed within each type of study (i.e, organizational, ssess- 
ment, laboratory). The significant between-styles ffect for the 
organizational studies primarily reflects the relatively large 
mean for the democratic versus autocratic style, and the signifi- 
cant effect for the assessment s udies primarily reflects the 
relatively large means for the interpersonal nd the democratic 
versus autocratic styles. The nonsignificance of the between- 
styles effect for the laboratory studies uggests that leadership 
~5 The weighted means were computed by weighting each known 
effect size by the reciprocal of its variance (Hedges & Olkin, 1985), a 
procedure that gives more weight o effect sizes that are more reliably 
estimated. 
~6 Because these 0.00 values do not ordinarily provide accurate esti- 
mates of the true effect sizes, they were omitted from further analyses. 
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Measure Reference a 
Interpersonal Task Interpersonal vs. Democratic vs. 
All style style task style autocratic style 
comparisons comparisons comparisons comparisons comparisons 
(n = 370) (n = 153) (n = 154) (n = 35) (n = 28) 
Leader Behavior Description 
Questionnaire (Form XII) b 
Leader Behavior Description 
Questionnaire ( arly form) 
Leadership Effectiveness and 
Adaptability Description 
Leadership Opinion 
Questionnaire 
Organizational Climate 
Description 
Questionnaire c 
Interaction Process Analysis 
and variants 
Supervisory Behavior 
Description Questionnaire 
Styles of Management 
Inventory 
Educational Administrative 
Style Diagnosis Test 
Organizational Climate 
Survey 
Measures of McGregor's 
Theory X, Theory Y 
Least Preferred Co-Worker 
Vroom and Yetton Problem 
Set 
Principal Behavior Checklist 
Sargent and Miller 
Leadership Questionnaire 
Unique measure or measure 
constructed by authors 
from components given in 
document 
Stogdill (1963), 
Stogdill, Goode, 
& Day (1962) 93 47 46 
Halpin (1957), 
Halpin & Winer 
(1957), Hemphill 
& Coons (1957) 42 21 21 
Hersey & Blanchard 
(1977, 1982) 46 23 23 
Fleishman (1953, 
1957, 1960) 28 14 14 
Halpin (1966) 
12 6 6 
Bales (1950) 
9 4 5 
Fleishman (1970) 
6 3 3 
Blake & Mouton 
(1964, 1978) 6 3 3 
Reddin & Reddin 
(1979) 4 2 2 
Coleman (1979) 
4 2 2 
Barone (1982), 
Jacoby & Terborg 
(1975), Marnani 
(1982), Myers 
(1970), Tanner 
(1982) d 8 
Fiedler (1967) 29 
Vroom & Yetton 
(1973) 6 
Alpren (1954), 
Grobman & 
Hines (1956), Van 
Aken (1954) 4 
Sargent & Miller 
(1971) 2 
3 3 2 
- -  - -  29 
w 
m 
m 
m 
m 
71 25 26 4 16 
a References listed provide information regarding the development of each measure of style, b Used consideration and initiation of structure 
scales, c Used consideration and production emphasis scales, d Scales developed by authors listed to assess McGregor's (1960) Theory X and 
Theory Y concepts. 
styles were stereotypic in laboratory studies regardless of  the 
type of  style assessed. Although the number of  laboratory stud- 
ies on leadership style is unfortunately quite small, the relative 
consistency of  this stereotypic trend across the types of  style 
lends confidence to our generalization that leaders' behavior is 
somewhat gender stereotypic in experimental settings. 
Models involving characteristics of research report. The sex of 
the authors of the research reports also related to the effect 
sizes; female authors obtained more stereotypic findings on the 
whole (p < .001 for categorical model). Yet when the effect sizes 
were examined within the four types of  style, this overall trend 
was intact only for the interpersonal nd the democratic versus 
autocratic styles (ps < .001 for categorical models). To the ex- 
tent that women especially value interpersonally oriented and 
democratic styles, this finding suggests a tendency for authors 
to portray their own sex favorably. Eagly and Carli (1981) and 
Wood (1987) reported this tendency in earlier meta-analyses. 
As shown by one of  the models given in Table 6, date of  
publication related significantly to all of the sets of  effect sizes. 
On an overall basis, sex differences were more stereotypic in 
the more recent studies, and this trend was also obtained for the 
interpersonal nd the task styles, which predominated among 
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Table 3 
Summary of Setting or Subject Population for Organizational, Assessment, and Laboratory Studies 
Interpersonal Task Interpersonal vs. 
All style style task style 
Type of study/setting or comparisons comparisons comparisons comparisons 
subject population (n = 370) (n = 153) (n = 154) (n = 35) 
Democratic vs. 
autocratic style 
comparisons 
(n= 28 
Organizational studies 
Educational 210 94 93 11 12 
Elementary school 93 41 41 5 6 
Middle or junior high school 4 2 2 0 0 
High school 13 6 6 1 0 
University or college 47 22 21 2 2 
Student organizations 6 2 2 0 2 
Athletic teams 3 1 1 1 0 
Other, mixed, or unknown 44 20 20 2 2 
Business 26 11 11 3 1 
Governmental 19 9 8 2 0 
Miscellaneous a 34 17 16 1 0 
Assessment s udies 
College undergraduates 29 6 6 10 7 
Business graduate students 2 0 0 1 1 
Other graduate students 4 2 2 0 0 
Other or mixed subjects b 21 7 7 5 2 
Laboratory studies 
College undergraduates 21 6 10 2 3 
Other or mixed subjects c 4 1 1 0 2 
a Includes military, religious, hospital, and other settings, b Includes candidates for managerial positions, participants in management training 
programs, and nonmanagerial employees of business firms, c Includes graduate students and mixed samples of undergraduate and graduate 
students. 
our effect sizes. However, sex differences became less stereo- 
typic over t ime in our two smal ler samples of  effect sizes, 
namely interpersonal versus task style and democratic versus 
autocratic style. This lack of  consistency over the four types of  
style and the confounding of  publ icat ion date with various 
study attributes clouds interpretation of  these secular trends.17 
Among the characteristics of  the research reports that did 
not relate to the magnitude of  the sex differences i whether the 
report was published (i.e., journal article or other published 
document) or unpublished (i.e., dissertation or other unpub- 
lished document). Although it is common in meta-analyses that 
effects are larger in published than unpublished studies (see 
Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981), this relation is often absent in 
meta-analyses of sex differences in social behavior, presumably 
because these reports are often incidental to studies' main hy- 
potheses and therefore have little impact on publishability (see 
Eagly, 1987). 
Models involving characteristics of studies" methods. Most 
aspects of  the studies' methods that we coded either did not 
relate to the effect sizes or related relatively weakly Further- 
more, interpretation of those few relations that did prove signifi- 
cant was often hampered by skewed distributions of  many of 
these features (see Table 1) as well as by (a) confounding be- 
tween these features and (b) relatively small numbers of  effect 
sizes for two of the styles (i.e, interpersonal vs. task and demo- 
cratic vs. autocratic). Nonetheless, we note some of  the many 
analyses we performed. 
We were particularly interested, for example, in whether stud- 
ies in which sex was known to be confounded with personal 
attributes uch as age and job seniority (or was likely to have 
been so confounded) would produce more stereotypic sex com- 
parisons. We did not obtain such tendencies. Nor did sex com- 
parisons appear to be more stereotypic in self-selected samples 
or in samples for which random selection was seriously com- 
promised. Furthermore, sex comparisons did not become less 
stereotypic when the rating underlying the style measure was 
more directly linked to behavior and therefore presumably less 
vulnerable to biases based on gender stereotypes. The impact 
of  the specific measuring instrument used to assess tyle (see 
Table 2) was difficult to evaluate because of  small sample sizes 
for most measures and the confounding of  measures with char- 
acteristics of  the instruments such as the identity of the raters. 
The identity of  the raters who provided the data for the style 
measure did have some impact on sex differences in both inter- 
personal and task orientation. Most of the measures of  these 
two styles were based on self ratings or subordinate ratings (see 
Table 1), and self ratings were significantly more stereotypic 
than subordinate ratings for interpersonal style (p < .01) and 
task style (p < .001). For the two other types of  style, skewed 
t7 Neither on an overall basis nor for interpersonal nd task styles do 
these findings support he idea that social change or similar factors 
have caused leaders to become less stereotypic in their styles. Yet a 
variant of the social change interpretation suggests hat in earlier years 
when women typically faced more formidable barriers to attaining 
leadership roles, the women in these roles may have been even more 
highly selected for similarity to their male counterparts. This interpre- 
tation is consistent with an increase in the tendency for leaders to use 
stereotypic styles. 
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Interpersonal Interpersonal vs. Democratic vs. 
All style Task style task style autocratic style 
Criterion comparisons comparisons comparisons comparisons comparisons 
Known effect sizes 
Sample size (n) 329 136 139 31 23 
Mean weighted (d+) a 0.03 0.04 0.00 -0.03 0.22 
95% CI for d÷ 0.01/0.05 0.01/0.07 -0.03/0.03 -0.10/0.03 0.15/0.29 
Homogeneity (Q) of ds 
comprising d+ b 1234.44* 373.87* 501.46* 70.40* 252.63* 
Mean unweighted d 0.02 0.08 -0.10 -0.03 0.42 
95% CI for mean 
unweighted d -0,03/0.07 0,01/0.14 -0.17/-0.02 -0.17/0.10 0.17/0.66 
Median d 0.02 0.07 -0.07 0.00 0.25 
Known effect sizes excluding outliers 
Sample size (n) 275 118 125 27 18 
n removed outliers 54 (16%) 18 (13%) 14 (10%) 4 (13%) 5 (22%) 
Mean weighted (d.) 0.02 0.13 -0.06 0.02 0.27 
95% CI for d~ -0.00/0.05 0.10/0.17 -0.10/-0.03 -0.06/0.09 0.19/0.35 
Homogeneity (Q) of ds 
comprising d. 311.19 140.12 142.76 32.97 27.40 
All reports 
Sample size (n) 370 153 154 35 28 
Mean unweighted d 0.02 0.07 -0.09 -0.03 0.34 
95% CI for mean 
unweighted d -0.03/0.06 0.01/0.13 -0.16/-0.02 -0.15/0.09 0.13/0.55 
Stereotypic differences c 175/341 (.51) 87/141 (.62) 52/144 (.36) 14/32 (.44) 22/24 (.92) 
Note. When all reports were included, avalue of 0.00 (exactly no difference) was assigned to sex differences that could not be calculated and were 
reported as nonsignificant. Effect sizes were calculated for all significant differences. Effect sizes are positive for differences that are stereotypic 
and negative for differences that are counterstereotypic. CI = confidence interval; d= effect size; d+ = mean weighted effect size; Q = homogeneity 
of effect sizes. 
a Effect sizes were weighted by the reciprocal of the variance, b Significance indicates rejection of the hypothesis of homogeneity, cFrequencies 
are number of differences in the stereotypic direction divided by the number of differences of known direction. The proportion appears in 
parentheses. 
* p < .001.  
distributions of  the raters' identity precluded meaningful analy- 
ses. In addition, sex of  the raters howed no relation to the effect 
sizes. 
As shown in one of  the models given in Table 6, the level of  
aggregation of  the style measure related significantly to the to- 
tal set of  effect sizes as well as to the effect sizes for the task, 
interpersonal versus task, and autocratic versus democrat ic 
styles. Specifically, as the number of  judgments underlying each 
data point increased, women became relatively more task ori- 
ented than men and relatively more democratic. Thus, in the 
case of the task and the democratic versus autocratic styles, the 
overall tendencies for women to be more task oriented and 
more democrat ic than men (see Table 4) were more pro- 
nounced in studies using measures that can be presumed to be 
more reliable by virtue of  their higher level of  aggregation. 
Models involving characteristics of social settings and leader- 
ship roles. Organizational size had little effect on the sex differ- 
ences, but information ecessary to code this variable was of- 
ten missing from the reports. The organizational level of  
leaders had little impact on the effect sizes except for task style: 
A tendency for men to be more task oriented than women 
obtained for first-level (i.e, line) managers reversed slightly for 
the midlevel managers (p < .001 for contrast). The basis by 
which leaders were selected in laboratory studies also related to 
the effect sizes: Leaders who were appointed on a random basis 
or on the basis of  their own qualifications behaved more stereo- 
typically than leaders who emerged on their own (p < .025 for 
categorical model). 
The percentage of men among the people whose style was 
assessed related significantly to sex differences in both the in- 
terpersonal and the democrat ic versus autocratic styles (see 
Table 6). To the extent hat men predominated, the tendencies 
weakened for women (vs. men) to show more concern about 
interpersonal relations and to be more democratic. 
Two addit ional var iab les- - the percentage of men among 
leaders' subordinates and the age of  the people whose style was 
assessed--related significantly to the effect sizes for some of the 
styles within the organizational sample, which maintained mod- 
erate numbers of  effect sizes for these analyses. Specifically, 
larger proportions of  male subordinates were associated with 
male leaders being more task-oriented than female leaders (p < 
.001 ), but more interpersonally oriented on interpersonal vet- 
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sus task measures (p < .05) and less democratic (p < .01). ~8 
Also within the organizational studies, age was a significant 
predictor of  sex differences in task and interpersonal styles: 
Older leaders were more stereotypic in their interpersonal style 
but less stereotypic in their task style (ps < .001). However, 
interpretation of these relations involving age and the sex distri- 
bution of  subordinates was limited by relatively large amounts 
of  missing data as well as by confounding of  these variables 
with types of  studies (i.e., organizational, assessment, labora- 
tory). 
Models revolving ender congeniality ofleadership roles. As 
shown by the analyses using our gender congeniality measures 
as predictors (see Table 6), questionnaire respondents' judg- " 
merits of  the leadership roles related significantly to sex differ- 
ences in task style. In general, leaders of  each sex were espe- 
cially task oriented when their role was viewed as congenial to 
their gender. Specifically, these effect sizes were larger (i.e., posi- 
tive, indicating men were more task oriented than women) to 
the extent that (a) male (compared with female) respondents 
rated themselves as more competent in the role, (b) male re- 
spondents rated themselves as more interested in occupying the 
role, (c) respondents of  both sexes judged the average man more 
interested in occupying the role than the average woman, and 
(d) respondents of  both sexes judged that the role required rela- 
tively little interpersonal ability. Similarly, these effect sizes 
were smaller (i.e., negative, indicating women were more task 
oriented than men) to the extent hat the roles were more conge- 
nial to women on these indexes. Because respondents' judg- 
ments of the leadership roles were significantly related only to 
sex differences in task style, the significant relations obtained 
when all the effect sizes were analyzed reflected primarily the 
task style findings. ~9 
Discussion 
Interpersonal nd Task Styles 
Our major hypothesis was that stereotypic sex differences 
would be less pronounced in organizational studies than in 
assessment or laboratory studies. Indeed, this hypothesis was 
confirmed for both interpersonal and task styles. These find- 
ings support our arguments that the criteria organizations use 
for selecting managers and the forces they maintain for socializ- 
ing managers into their roles minimize tendencies for the sexes 
to lead or manage in a stereotypic manner. Yet these data also 
suggest hat people not selected or trained for leadership roles 
do manifest stereotypic leadership behavior when placed in 
these roles, as shown by the data from the assessment and the 
~8 The sex of subordinates may affect he behavior of leaders of both 
sexes more than it affects ex differences in leaders' styles. Consistent 
with this suggestion, Carli (1989) found in a laboratory experiment 
that subjects used more aggressive and direct styles of influence when 
dealing with men than with women. 
~9 Numerous categorical nd continuous models thus yielded signifi- 
cant prediction of the effect sizes. However, homogeneity was rarely 
attained within the classes of the categorical models nor were correctly 
specified models achieved for the continuous models. 
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Interpersonal vs. Democratic vs. 
Interpersonal style Task style effect task style effect autocratic style 
All effect sizes effect sizes sizes sizes effect sizes 
Predictor b b* b b* b b* b b* b b* 
Date of publication 0.01"** .14 0.01"** .19 0.03*** .37 -0.02* -.25 -0.02** -.20 
n of observations aggregated 
into each data point -0.00"**" - .  13 -0.00 -.06 -0.00 ***b -.26 -0.03*** -.53 0.02*** .42 
Percentage of men among 
people whose style was 
assessed -0.00 ***c - .  13 -0.00 ***d -.21 -0.00 -.03 -0.00 - .  12 -0.01 *** -.32 
Respondent judgments of roles 
Competence s x difference e 0.18*** .16 -0.01 -.01 0.46*** .40 -0.04 -.06 -0.02 -.01 
Interest sex difference 0.22*** .15 0.09 .07 0.48*** .32 -0.13 - .  11 -0.14 -.05 
Stereotypic nterest difference 0.11"** .16 0.01 .01 0.28*** .40 -0.09 - .  17 0.01 .01 
Interpersonal bility rating f -0.05*** - .  12 -0.01 -.02 -0.10"** -.20 -0.07 -.26 -0.04 -.07 
Task ability rating -0.01 -.02 0.01 .02 0.04 .08 -0.05 -.26 -0.05 -.08 
Minimum n g 288 124 127 20 17 
Note. Models are weighted least squares imple linear regressions calculated with weights equal to the reciprocal of the variance for each effect size. 
Effect sizes are positive for differences that are stereotypic and negative for differences that are counterstereotypic, b = unstandardized regression 
coefficient, b* = standardized regression coefficient. 
a b = -0.0092, SE(b) = .000016. b b = -0.0017, SE(b) = .000029. c b = -0.0028, SE(b) = .000052. d b = -0.0040, SE(b) = .000099. e For the 
first three variables constructed from judgments of the leadership roles, values are positive for differences in the masculine direction (greater male 
estimates of competence and of interest; ascription of greater interest to average men). f For the last two variables constructed from judgments of 
the leadership roles, values are larger to the extent that a role was judged to require more interpersonal ortask ability, g n varied across the analyses 
because of missing data (e.g., the absence of judgments of the leadership roles for the assessment studies). 
*p<.05.  **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
laboratory studies. Moreover, our claim that selection criteria 
lessen sex differences i  strengthened by the finding that those 
few laboratory leaders who gained their positions through 
emergence did not manifest he stereotypic styles of  laboratory 
leaders who were appointed. Evidently sex differences were lev- 
eled even by the implicit leader selection criteria of  initially 
leaderless groups. 
When we ignored whether the sex comparisons were from 
organizational, assessment, or laboratory studies (see Table 4), 
sex differences in interpersonal and task styles were quite 
small, with overall trends toward women being more con- 
cerned about both maintenance of  interpersonal relationships 
and task accomplishment. In view of these trends, it is not 
surprising that measures placing interpersonal nd task orienta- 
tion on the ends of  a single dimension produced no sex differ- 
ence in any of  the overall summaries. On such bipolar mea- 
sures, the stereotypic interpersonal sex difference and the 
counterstereotypic task difference would cancel one another, 
resulting in no difference. 
Given the variety of  settings, roles, and measures encoun- 
tered in this research, the sex comparisons for the task and 
interpersonal styles were expected to be inconsistent across the 
studies. Yet the removal of  relatively small numbers of  the effect 
sizes (10% to 13%) produced homogeneous sets of  effect sizes 
consistent with descript ion in terms of single means. This 
aspect of the findings lends some confidence to our statements 
that if we take the entire research literature into account, wom- 
en's leadership styles emphasize both interpersonal relations 
and task accomplishment to a slightly greater extent han men's 
styles. 
Democratic Versus Autocratic Style 
The strongest evidence we obtained for a sex difference in 
leadership style occurred on the tendency for women to adopt a 
more democratic or participative style and for men to adopt a 
more autocratic or directive style. Moreover, this sex difference 
did not become smaller in the organizational studies, as did the 
differences in the interpersonal nd task styles. Although the 
overall mean weighted effect size (d÷ = 0.22) was not large, the 
mean became larger once outliers were removed (d÷ = 0.27), 
and 92% of the available comparisons went in the direction of  
more democratic behavior from women than men. Despite this 
impressive consistency in the direction of  the sex difference, 
the effect sizes themselves were quite heterogeneous, requiring 
the removal of  22% to obtain a set that did not reject the hy- 
pothesis of  homogeneity. Yet substantial inconsistency across 
the studies is not unexpected for this type of  style in view of the 
tendency for investigators to construct unique measures and 
not to rely on standard instruments, as did most investigators of
the other types of  leadership style that we reviewed (see Ta- 
ble 2). 
Our interpretation of the sex difference in the extent o which 
leaders behave democratically versus autocratically is necessar- 
ily speculative, but follows from some of the considerations that 
we presented early in this article (see Reasons to Expect the 
Presence of  Sex Differences inLeadership Style). We thus argued 
that women and men recruited into leadership roles in organiza- 
tions may not be equivalent in personality and behavioral ten- 
dencies, even though they satisfy the same selection criteria. In 
particular, we noted that women's social skills might enable 
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them to perform managerial roles differently than men. Inter- 
personal behavior that is skillful (e.g., in terms of understand- 
ing others' feelings and intentions) should facilitate a manage- 
rial style that is democratic and participative. Making decisions 
in a collaborative style requires not only the soliciting of  sugges- 
tions from one's peers and subordinates, but also the preserva- 
tion of  good relationships with them when evaluating and per- 
haps rejecting their ideas. The give-and-take of  collaborative 
decision making introduces interpersonal complexity not en- 
countered by leaders who behave in an autocratic or directive 
manner. This interpretation is supported by research showing 
that teachers who lacked social skills, as indexed by their rela- 
tive inability to decode nonverbal cues, had more autocratic 
attitudes and were generally more dogmatic (Rosenthal, Hall, 
DiMatteo, Rogers, & Archer, 1979). 
Another perspective on the democratic-autocratic sexdiffer- 
ence acknowledges the attitudinal bias against female leaders 
that we considered in the beginning of  the article. The skepti- 
cism that many people have expressed concerning women's ca- 
pabilities in managerial and leadership roles may be exacer- 
bated by any tendency for women in these roles to take charge 
in an especially authoritative manner. Placating subordinates 
and peers so that they accept a woman's leadership may to some 
extent require that she give them input into her decisions and 
allow some degree of  control over these decisions. Moreover, to 
the extent hat women leaders have internalized to some degree 
the culture's reservations about their capability for leadership, 
they may gain confidence as leaders by making collaborative 
decisions that they can determine are in line with their asso- 
ciates' expectations. Thus, proceeding in a participative and 
collaborative mode may enable many female leaders to win 
acceptance from others, gain self-confidence, and thereby be 
effective. Because men are not so constrained by attitudinal 
bias, they are freer to lead in an autocratic and nonparticipative 
manner should they so desire. 2° 
The Impact of Gender Congeniality of Leadership Roles 
and Sex Distribution of Role Occupants 
Our findings suggested that leaders of  each sex emphasized 
task accomplishment when they were in a leadership role re- 
garded as congruent with their gender. Thus, only the sex dif- 
ferences in task style were significantly correlated with the ten- 
dency for the leadership roles to be regarded as more congenial 
for men or women, as indexed by our questionnaire respon- 
dents' judgments (see Table 6). Male leaders tended to be more 
task oriented than female leaders to the extent hat a leadership 
role was more congenial to men; female leaders tended to be 
more task oriented than male leaders to the extent hat a leader- 
ship role was more congenial to women. Furthermore, women 
tended to be more task oriented than men in leadership roles 
that are feminine in the sense that our respondents judged they 
require considerable interpersonal bility. 2~ 
These findings suggest hat being out of  role in gender-rele- 
vant terms has its costs for leaders in terms of  some decline in 
their tendency to organize activities to accompl ish relevant 
tasks. Because our recta-analytic data are not informative con- 
cerning the mediation of  these effects, these provocative find- 
ings should be explored in primary research. Perhaps people 
who are out of  role lack (or are perceived to lack) the skills 
necessary to organize the task-relevant aspects of  their environ- 
ment. Out-of-role leaders may be somewhat deficient in the 
knowledge and authority required to organize people and re- 
sources to accomplish task-relevant goals. 
The extent to which leadership roles were male dominated 
numerically also related to sex differences in leadership style. 
Specifically, the tendencies for female leaders to be more inter- 
personally oriented and more democratic than male leaders 
weakened to the extent hat a role was male dominated. Thus, 
when women were quite rare in leadership roles and therefore 
tended to have the status of  token in organizations or groups, 
they abandoned stereotypically feminine styles characterized 
by concern for the morale and welfare of  people in the work 
setting and consideration of  these people's views when making 
decisions. These findings suggest hat women may tend to lose 
authority if they adopt distinctively feminine styles of leader- 
ship in extremely male-dominated roles. Women who survive 
in such roles probably have to adopt the styles typical of  male 
role occupants. 
Conclusion 
The view, widely accepted by social scientists expert on lead- 
ership, that women and men lead in the same way should be 
very substantially revised. Similarly, the view, proclaimed in 
some popular books on management, hat female and male 
leaders have distinctive, gender-stereotypic styles also requires 
2°A subsequent meta-analysis by Eagly, Makhijani, and Klonsky 
(1990) showed that subjects evaluate autocratic behavior by female 
leaders more negatively than they evaluate the equivalent behavior by 
male leaders. An additional consideration i interpreting the demo- 
cratic-autocratic sex difference is that measures of this type were 
based primarily on leaders' self-reports ( ee Table l), and, at least for 
task and interpersonal styles, leaders' self-reports were, more stereo- 
typic than subordinates' reports on leaders (see Results). Thus, it is 
possible that the tendency for women to be more democratic than men 
was exaggerated somewhat by the reliance on leaders' self-reports in 
these studies. Yet, because the sex comparisons for the democratic 
versus autocratic style were more stereotypic than the subset of sex 
comparisons for the interpersonal nd task styles that were based on 
self-reports, it is very unlikely that this methodological feature of the 
democratic-autocratic s udies fully accounts for the sex difference in 
this type of style. 
21 We explored whether atendency for laboratory leadership roles to 
be more congenial for men might have contributed to the more stereo- 
typic task styles found in laboratory (vs. organizational) studies (see 
Table 4). Indeed, our questionnaire spondents judged the laboratory 
(vs. organizational) roles as somewhat more congenial to men on the 
measures of sex differences in competence and interest and on the 
measure ofstereotypic sex differences in interest (ps < .05 or smaller). 
In addition, the laboratory roles were judged to require less interper- 
sonal ability than organizational roles but, contrary to the idea that the 
laboratory roles were relatively masculine, they were also judged to 
require less task ability (ps < .001). Thus, there was some degree of 
confounding between the type of study and the gender congeniality of 
the roles. Nonetheless, the significant relations between the congenial- 
ity measures and sex differences in task style reported in Table 6 re- 
mained significant when examined within the set of organizational 
studies. 
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revision. Our quantitative r view has established a more com- 
plex set of findings. Although these findings require further 
scrutiny before they should be taken as definitive, the agree- 
ment of these findings with our role theory framework substan- 
tiates our interpretation of them. Thus, consistent with re- 
search on sex differences in numerous ocial behaviors (Eagly, 
1987; Hall, 1984), we have established that leadership style find- 
ings generated in experimental settings tend to be gender ste- 
reotypic. Indeed, these findings concur with the generaliza- 
tions of those narrative reviewers who noted that male and 
female leaders often differ in laboratory experiments (Brown, 
1979; Hollander, 1985). In such settings, people interact as 
strangers without the constraints of long-term role relation- 
ships. Gender roles are moderately important influences on 
behavior in such contexts and tend to produce gender-stereo- 
typic behavior (see Eagly, 1987). In addition, somewhat smaller 
stereotypic sex differences were obtained in assessment s ud- 
ies, in which people not selected for leadership responded to 
instruments assessing their leadership styles. Because respon- 
dents not under the constraints of managerial roles completed 
questionnaires in these studies, some tendency for leadership 
styles to appear stereotypic was expected from the perspective 
of our social role framework. 
When social behavior is regulated by other, less diffuse social 
roles, as it is in organizational settings, behavior should primar- 
ily reflect he influence of these other roles and therefore lose 
much of its gender-stereotypic character. Indeed, the findings 
of this meta-analysis for interpersonal nd task styles support 
this logic. Nonetheless, women's leadership styles were more 
democratic than men's even in organizational settings. This sex 
difference may reflect underlying differences in female and 
male personality or skills (e.g., women's uperior social skills) or 
subtle differences in the status of women and men who occupy 
the same organizational role. Deciding among the various 
causes that we have discussed would require primary research 
targeted to this issue. 
The magnitude of the aggregate effect sizes we obtained in 
this meta-analysis deserves comment. When interpreting effect 
sizes, reviewers hould take the methods of the studies into 
account, and, as Glass, McGaw, and Smith (198 l) argued, they 
should avoid applying numerical guidelines to identify effect 
sizes as small or large. One feature of research on leadership 
style that is especially relevant to interpreting the magnitude of 
our aggregate ffect sizes is that investigators face many 
barriers to achieving well-controlled studies. In organizational 
studies, the environments in which managers carry out their 
roles are quite diverse, even within a single organization. Be- 
cause managers' leadership styles are evaluated either by them- 
selves or by their associates, the various managers in a study are 
not necessarily evaluated by the same standard. Although more 
control of environmental influences can be achieved in labora- 
tory studies of leadership (e.g., all leaders can be observed in a 
similar social setting), even these studies are relatively uncon- 
trolled because ach leader interacts with a unique group of 
followers. Counterbalancing the greater control of environmen- 
tal factors in laboratory than organizational studies is the less 
rigorous selection of research participants for laboratory re- 
search and the resulting reater variability of leadership style 
within each sex. In general, uncontrolled variability in both 
organizational nd laboratory studies of leadership would in- 
flate the standard eviations that are the denominators of the 
effect sizes and thereby decrease the magnitude of these effect 
sizes. As a consequence, neither sex nor other variables would 
ordinarily produce large effect sizes in studies of leadership 
style. Therefore, we believe that effect sizes of the magnitude we 
obtained are considerably more consequential than effect sizes 
of the same magnitude obtained in more controlled forms of 
research. 
Our review has not considered the extent o which the sex 
differences in leadership style that we have documented might 
produce differences in the effectiveness of leaders. Whether 
men or women are more effective leaders as a consequence of
their differing styles is a complex question that could be ad- 
dressed meta-analytically only by taking measures of group 
and organizational outcomes into account along with measures 
of leadership style. Because xperts on leader effectiveness ordi- 
narily maintain that the effectiveness of leadership styles is con- 
tingent on features of the group or organizational environment 
(e.g, Fiedler, 1967; Vroom & Yetton, 1973), we are unwilling to 
argue that women's relatively democratic and participative style 
is either an advantage or disadvantage. No doubt a relatively 
democratic style enhances a leader's effectiveness under some 
circumstances, and a relatively autocratic style enhances it 
under other circumstances. 22 Nonetheless, we note that in re- 
cent years many management and organizational consultants 
have criticized traditional management practices for what they 
believe are overly hierarchical and rigidly bureaucratic forms 
(Foy, 1980; Heller & Van Til, 1986; Kanter, 1983; Naisbett, 1982; 
Ouchi, 1981; Peters & Waterman, 1982). Moreover, it is consis- 
tent with many feminist heorists' descriptions ofhierarchy and 
domination (e.g., Elshtain, 1981; Miller, 1976) to argue that em- 
ployment would be less alienating if forms of interaction i  the 
workplace were less hierarchical nd instead characterized by 
cooperation and collaboration between collegial groups of co- 
workers. Indeed, both consultants and feminists have advo- 
cated organizational change toward the more democratic and 
participative l adership styles that our meta-analysis suggests 
are more prevalent among women than men. 
22 Consistent with the position that effectiveness of leadership styles 
depends on a group's task and other considerations, Wood (1987) ar- 
gued, based on her meta-analysis of sex differences in group perfor- 
mance, that women's distinctive style of social interaction facilitated 
group performance attasks requiring positive social activities such as 
cooperation but lacked this facilitative effect for other types of tasks. 
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